D£ _> a ' 3 ii. at alterations to on.ii u our 

1 . XV,o new versions of ^or . */ Ual r ,.u seejef (senior 

intent ttvoro “r A ,,-rticipv tiOil in pltuittiUji, wis oiv<*s 

.ivili.ci.l v eocene co°tinuouf roevalua tion process; ueairo for 
plauuin„ 0 uiuc.uce lor c .. . 0I * action, and to provide 

i,.mediate coves to incr «-«. (ooU nterforce, no Koscow, etc.). 
0<irtal (-r C dno?ticrsion:"oiressinc everythin, into directive 
form. 11 j3s.c»c— up version. 


2. Support SUSP by: 


a) excerpts from Budget »'.essa 6 e 

(b) excerpts from UATG policy 

(c) other JOS reports: on Task 6 , ana Air 
i'orce position on Task 2. 

(d) past SUSP's, snowing "argument. 

3. See Lukeuiaxi, AF member -°l s^^and^/hit^^position on Task 2, 
nUdlifi^eaLte fuproveaent^T instead of raid-lp60‘s, dares on 
speciiic improvements* 

_ # ocf no 11 j diot freataent 11 ; haciia ma ra 

4 \. S Sov,'S 5 now°liotle°flexiDility it offers, is deter-meo. 

to ,ot ,ie car ‘’ p 11 ■ , JCS u?y want to caution against 

iiiiiueniate iaproveueu.8 can °®■..“?£ *ud meeti/out snouid nave reasoned 

cnani.es, W *»•?«-» ofe^dence; ana w.e'n it cones to fe asibili ty 
ar^Unieuu, support-. j ^ , • ns schedule (minus items line 

oi diaries, snoula prepare -a d ,i „ er f ec t,ly reliable tactical warning 
"active anti-uissile ueiene *‘ 2 „ ri .. u i reDeu ts" in BuS? and say 

of mssiles". LOOK at wnole list oi r quire Beroly tt8eful „ 

wnat tiley could, ao pien. Contro 1 lea 0 f all-out 

nernaps nor even randy useiui—iu ^xu 0 j.k. , 

surprise attacK. COKSIDER TASK 2 AND IAoK 1 Wonlnr-.d, 

- c.„ unite* a. ree with his position on Task 2, but point out tv.al 

it neeun't be protpoued ^ ^iHulckert 
can net, soon ll posai , - 0l alternatives?", weep: 


realistic scnedulo tor wiaeninn *or alert force 

Liind tnat certal “datt'U-’and ■ overnaental. controls—.ioscow— can 
that excluae major cuuo c.a 0 .. . had to be stuck with 

obviously bo cone vital.. v«S!S 2 " 5 -n h 

One siiiolc plan, it woala not se c»rrcu. mdx)). 

rilqnfric- exolain questions, report JCS teudencj 
b. See i.acnamara, Gilpatnc, d shov/ that tuis 

to ta.ee position rnat nornin^ Cuu pLunea imorovements 

ro.-n't rc-fleer potentialities of cuneatij picnntu 

uoe.on r r .lien i^jrove-ents possible uitmn 1 month, p mOnU^, 

Surest.thevin ior p „ ^ oi action" is not Vnoic story; 

o nonius, ioint ou. tln.t r o all-purpose option" tuey 

even if tuey were t.un. wf it , ecna n G ed i-oaio 

intn/caoc 7 dote dduS report ou Task 6, neeu ior Operations div; 
•oat first, tlioir uecc to.^S^rio«s interest plane to o n_ 





















a. president ana Gecuef iulenu to exercise uore direct control 
over pis«*s ana.programs tnan in past. 

b. There is a snarp Shift from pact policy, ana it- is necessary 

to tuis cvicifcui ana clear. 

c. plans and g rograms called for are souewnat more varied and 
complex than current ones. 

2. "Explanations" are incluued because of (b) ana (c) above, also, 
they are not presented in oraer to ar 6 ue for or justify the require^en 
citea, out to lay down, as a matter of pa current policy, guiding 
criteria for the continuous reevaluation and design of posture and 
strategy. 

However, it may be that tne purposes of these sections will ha.e 
been served in the course of circulation of the draft. Final state-men 
of policy could be more "succinct," in the sense of limiting itself 
to concise directives. (It is not ODvious tnat this is necessary or 
desirable; why not "waste tne paper"?) However, this policy will not 
be replaced by a set.of "succinct" maxims which zes provide "guidance" 
merely in tne form of inspirational slogans wnich do not restrict 
tne "freedom of action" of planners ana programmers. 


3* Virtually none of tne requirements listed exist as of April, 1561, 
Almost none of tnem are available by Hay 15. But how about .November, 

? No one, going down tne precise list of requirements, could nonest. 
say that none of them could be substantially achieved prior to 1963, 
or even lyo2, let alone 1963 . 

a) How long'will it be farm before a sizeable Polaris force 
could serve as strategic reserve? Are there no possioilities for 
improving the flexibility and enuurance—-prior to commitment—of an 
airborne alert force? Is controlled use of minuteman missiles reu.ui.iJ.; 
alter enemy initial attack imposniDle: if design could be altered to 
include selective firing? 

b) How long will it be before currently-planned mobile command 
posts v/ill assure an authorized response, and will provide the basis 
for selective response? 

c) Given mobile command posts, bomb alarm systems and' the 
possibilities for a retaliatory "aoctrine," how lon^ \o.uld it take 
to institute pnysical safeguards against unauthorized, action? 

d) How long would it take to improve tne bomb alarm system to 
give more, and more reiiaole, status information and information 
( e *o*> to mooiie command posts) on the size anu pa.ttern of enemy 
basic data lor a selective response? 


cl u tc.C. 


e) How long would it’take to change plans for sitin 


kinuteme.n missiles next to cities, or upwind? 

f) How lou 0 would it take to institute 1 
fallout 
the 


0 . Qll 1 Oi.C-JL 


minimal aaequate 

shelter program? ((Tnis is not essential, by tne way, to 
achievement of major improvements, corresponding to tne ones 
cited above, t..ouga it woui^ be useful ana. could be accomplished 
quickly. Active anti-ICB.i defense is in no sense essential to tne 
achievement oi si^niiic e.c ana uaexul oontrollea rcs.onse; if it wer* 1 ' 
controlled response wouia hardly ue feasible i,. 196‘3.)) 


Hi u 


o) 

uco 


iiow lon 0 would it take to provide 
oi tne alert force: 1) excluuing major 

2) holding strategic reserves, e. 0 ., Polaris; 2) 
satellites, ana tOu.i.iatiitt Cnin 
ceu term? 

h) How 

of r,i Im • ;-.-i 


nev/, alternative options 1 
non-military tar 0 eis 
excluding inaivi ,.n! 
4) oxelsuing ^, 0 vernmcncal con troi 


lon t 

■ o (\ 


would 

. ; r ) > i * O 


i t 


take to redo the 


610 


1, to maximize flexisiis 
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u~u-lal o“ J -hanCe, one ar& -ft yo 
j. 1'... 1*3 tiO l> £•* t . t i X 1 * 1 J ClGril j i S .j 

contains a mixture oi strac > cjj , 
ana supporting aiscussiox.. In it-, 
i X/Tiu drai l o i^tbuOii i) v/ouiu. bo jiUot oij. 

.oJLatc i^tu coiieoive ariu ciioctive v;ar piaiis aau/or 
juoocria '** " 


i /i t .; 

, J. .i 4 .oi 


. . . . A • O 

. k, \.j .. f a i • ■- 

l;. 


jlC 




c^i. 


P 1 ci A A 


a. Is it unclear as to which current plans are 
called into question by this policy paper, or as to v/nat details 
would nave to be changed to conform to it, or as to how they would 
nave to be cnan a ed? 

b. Is it unclear va at current programs woulu have 
to be uiOdiiied, and v.nat new ones would be emphasized, and va at 
current practices would have to be modified, in conformance to this 


policy? 

from pa.st ones? 


Is it unclear in what respects this policy uiverg 


d. Is it less clear than the president's budget 
Message? Is it inconsistent in tone or detail with any aspect of 
that message? If so, where? (Criticism along- this line could be 


an effective indictment). 

. e. In view of answers to above questions, what are 
some examples of possible, si^nificant misinterpretations? 

what, oy the way, is the useful guidance? 

2. (4n) The tone of the paper is negative and reactive. While 

it is sound to seen safeguards agamst war through inadvertency .and 
an outcome snort of annihilation, the basic objective to defeat ine 
enemy in "central" war must not be lost of equivocated, kor may 
the decree or nature of force required to accomplish tnis objective 
be reliant upon the pre-juu^ed iutentioxxS of the enemy. 


Comment: a. While objective to 3idx defeat tne enemy is 

important (and included in "most urgent objectives"), it is not 
the onli important objective with respect to tne military outcom e 
of tne war . Another objective is: not to be defeated . This is v 

uistin 0 uishable Objective (not merely tne mirror image of tne first) 
because in a thermonuclear war , unlike a boxing match, there is au 
important range of possible outcomes in v/nich neither side has 
"defeated" the other in a signif icaivt, decisive * 1 2 sense. 

Tne re are otner outcomes in union, tnough neither side ha c 
been "defeated," in a military sense, both sides have lost in terms 
of tneir civil outcome r.im tneir milit. ry strength relative to 
ti\iru parties; or, if one side has x "won," it may have v.-on a 
xhjc pyrrnic victory, v;nich is not a suitable national objective. 

This state...ent of objectives is meant to indicate that: 

1) although decisive military Superiority is highly desirable * nd 
■ importaut, it io not sto oe overvalued to suen an extent as to 

imply taut all lesser military outcomes are indistin 0 uishaole; 
even tnou 0 h in certain circums tx.aees, military "victory" in a a-.c^.: 
sense may be unattainable, the actual military outcome remains ni.y.i 
important, it regains ii..portauo to avoid "defeat," to avoid a 
situation in union t:ie lib is offociiveiy disarmed before armeu 
opponents. *; 

2) it is not to be pursued in a manlier vaiich would ixivolve 

nigh risns (relative to alternative strategies) of being decisively 

• h -m . . { ■■ n • - *.1 i ... ..11 : : I .1 I ,, . ■ i , ■ 
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Lure ueocriued is uesir£.oXe, ix*. cur 


4 u O 


Of 


V/ U •»* Ua U ii (/ f 

ijo oujbcuvus, rc- 0 arulesa ox one enemy's c.-oices of posture. Ix' 
toe enemy c.sooscs to aaiiuain &a uncoutrollaole, accident-prone, 


vulnerable, xxon-euuurin^ i'orce targeted a 


.. . ' ., , ^- c^ainc c 03 cities in all 

c rcuuooances, tne 03 posture would still have Deen thorou ulv 
vortnwnile m terus of. overall objectives; at the w rst, it* u ii~-nt 
.urn out tuat some "insurance" money might have been saved (as°is 
always one risk wun insurance money). Thus, the desirability of 
tne posture acts not "depend" on tne enemy's imitating it; it merely 
provide-. tne capability to exploit the opportunities aiiorded if tne 
enemy d oes imitate it. Ana is tuat so unlikely? Is it ar-ued t-r*t 
ooviet posture ana planning is entirely independent of US posture" 

vouJ r'°r .f lafc:> ii * y °^ Were a ° oviet planner, convinced tnat tne U 3 

' S1ZGaUle ’ P rotected ^ la controlled reserves after any* 
attacK, woulci you uuild a force tnat could only be used one way 
anu tuat way involving initial attacks on U 3 cities under all circus 

f^’o^tLnr ° Uildir% a Capa ° iilty ^ commander 

(Apparently tne answer to tnis, for the author of the comments 
cj. tea, woula be "Yes." Ax He later su-ests that there sx'oula 

oc.exupnc.sis on : "oousiaeratioxi of the possibility tnat the retention 

a11ac• cs U o r6 P^ rVG3? ' lnsteaa 0I ' detern ‘b tne USSR from unrestricted 
a.tacxs on US society under any circumstances, might cause tne US V R 

intensify its attack upon US society and to launch an all-out 

T? UaCK £iaii:St V ’ estern Europe. » I don't follow tnis 
rcc.sox.ino. It tne JSSxv, facixi 0 only US reserves invulnerable to 
^cmainino forces, hitsUS society because "there is notnin- else 
to hit, why doesn't ne just use his missiles on his own cities -rd 
save us tne trouDle?) 0 e ° c ‘ r, ° 


4 . 

to 


4c Es.ablUmueut of such wide spread ana variable si tuati ns 
to co " ^ yianmn- for tneruouuciuar war would coutriuwlc 

E-UoTSl iiaoortant! Si0U “ * **“ «** ' 


it le 


Comment: If planner have- not anticipated a ran. 


e of situation; 


it tnis broaa, there will~tHTJT oe * [a) terrific contusion 
inuecision and replanning when aFtUST 7 surprising and aubi uo^ ’ 
contingencies occur, or (b) the available plans (plan) w 0 °ve to 

^appropriate ana inadequate, out will have to o 
anyway 


executed 


inis doesn't mean there is to be an pnrimiv f ; a a .... , 

‘ >Ul !il1 co, ** i «ae*‘Oieo, ana others, s..ould°u 

VA i\ y c0vtlcu oy 5Sag PXr.u. hopefully, a si„vio basic clan 
proper lj uesiyrea Older consideration of a ran„e of oor.tir, eioi 

;; ronco Of si factions; but turn is „Jt aeroly to°So o 

-itnouu test .ana comparison 01 ai lumatives. "Tiuel- 


unc 


o OZll 


. . - —^ ac'cion 1 - 

p.L annul s; it is ti...c-ly, appropriate and effective 


f 

c; o , I ^ 

o CULiC 6 , 

1 o i i 0 o 

action. 
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i>. 4a oi w .*ii’ic:..,I C—V--..V.U. 

GO L h G "CCJi trni M ' War uvl-. ri . .. 

GO C 0 i.Cia.cl CSSCnOH.! OpGlT.i.iO. 

u». iniviui' iiucXoiiL exc.ui.i u c. 
too ntcu for such forces, or < 

CO::VP..'viO:,il ( . . .. 

.:xx>.k&z forces couiriouie 

i-olicy si.ould probauly coy some v. 

OifeXisiVC foi'CCS iil 
tne eonuuct, termii.a vion axid al ■cerme.th oi ceaoral v. ai . (out cl. i tain 

important cu-ct-tions are not answered auequa ely or remlioticnly oj 
current piax.s: precisely wxiat forces are needed ror such uses? how 
lar^e? hov; equipped?^ How supplieu, transported, maintaj-ned, 
controlled? As other current policy papers nave indicated, it is 


On ini e x i c • 
uO cleterrence 


fOUL) t Olid b jOi“* l*t-0 

o i con t I’ciX Vi ar . 


auoui role oi iorces or..or tuan strategic 


not currexit U3 intent to li^iit a rerun oi Woi'ld War li^in Kuiope 
alter the nuclear exchange of world War III (or before)). 


r o 


6. The objective of precluding "sigxiificaat" US military inferiority 
would appear to tolerate some decree of US military inferiority vn ich 
is "less than si^niiicaut." it is thus a negatively statea Objective. 
A preferable expression would oe a positive one such as To ensure, 
under ail circumstances, sic^miicam US mi.Liuaiy superiority ovex n 
oppoxient." 

Comment: "Significant inferiority" is meant to imply that there 

could be inferiority in numbers of vehicles, or .ixi terms of specs'.xio 
components (e.^,., coxrventional) v..ich would not do "sippiiiicant in 
tei’ms of overall oapaoilities. 

Substituted expression, wnether or not preferable, is not mer.ly 
a positively-seated equivalent, it is not quite clear that autnor of 
tnese comments is a'wai'e *oi tins. He later comments that Hie cox.ultlor. 
'statement of objective to "acnieve decisive military superiority l’.,. 
subject to tile objective of limiting, damage to the US to a level 
consistent with national survival and independence, "implies the 
possibility tuat the US would sacrifice significant military super¬ 
iority to tne opponent, if such sacrifice were necessary in order 
to limit a certain decree of damage to tne US and its billies." 

Yes, tne cited statement does imply that, subject to precluu in^ enemy 
military superiority, decisive military superiority is to 


oe 


1 sac rii.i. 


to 


tne 


of assuring national survival and independence. 


7. The requirement for political control and options is self evident. 
Comment: 1 


O 


8 . Controlleu response during the initial exchange..•is infeasible 
now a n u e x t r e ui e 1 j hazardous t h ro u.^ h tne j. o i e s e g a b 1 e i u t • 1 r c # 
i oli lieal control anu options snoulu ue treated succinctly (?), anu 
c o i * 1 1 * 0 11 e u response coniines. to operauions alter tne initial 
cxcuan 0 e, where it seems iuore ier.sioie ai^u oilers curoaui auvanta 
(Alter application:-: of tiie oiUr?) 

v j. Contingency plamiin^. T.nis paragraph should stress tne is.poi*time 

of not paralysing military action by providing too many Alternative 

plans ana by requiring too many decisions. 

/* > 

Comment: whet was tne last time a crisis caught us with "too ms 

con cin tJ oncj plans? What does experiex.ee iuaicate aoout • the relative 


ri r.l'.s ot "tne HonTot prool cm 1 


compared to tne ri 


:s oi cein,. 


i* 1 






















v. u CX uO 111. 
If t J. Li0 


SU C li O > If i O i o 


be orefucicure 


y or cifcoJLc*!* 
aiiQ c:o id <» 


: 


Atte,.p«u to iiapiuuoat a eLr 
Oi LUCU inoeut, VfO*iiu at 
V,cuei. u.e current ueteneut^jowre. 

ll U ,t Oi tne rc-.;--iVc--C..; unities, anu objc-ctivea of 

1 ~ • , its Ai/ ie* ant. of t**e dbbK anu its sa oeliitc-o, ^ea ic 

oM^txic Ht lueiiaoou or tnermoncuei-ear atl. cic against t„« xora,r 
; ir , V la oa so executed tnr.t it voula be to tne auvan ta 0 e oi tne u 
and/or its Allies in tne current period to respond uacera^ae o ree^0. . 
control .beyond tnat proviaea in current policy, uoctii^s ana -tr, . 

pldXio. ^ u0 s-.ible, altnoaji not certain, tnat tne future rtl; tive 

oower DO-itions oi tne U3 anu tne UobH *a„- result m ieasiole optxunj, 
for cont^iedtttack an. res,onse, va.icn could lead to opportunities i 
D^useL) aiiu war termination under cona .1 tioiw. auva:nd O w0U& 
to Uie“ub tid“its Allies. According, US aud Allied plaunia* lor toe 
miu-Iobu's ana oeyund sxioula t.axe suen pos^inilities into co.Aiaerctic 


((C/S AF believes that tne ability to select anu implement options su.cn 
as thouso discuesea...could, in the appropriate circumstances, aaxe 
it posuiUe lor t„e US su.u its Allies to survive and prevail in 

±Atneriuonuclcar sar with casualties anu “ a f { t 

reduced below levels wnich ui^nt oe expected it s.cn options a c no, 
availaule. ...increased latitude can and snoula be providea m 
ief-sioie optx-xis for response ,o thermonuclear war emergency, 
preservin^iflilitary advantage to the US as a has: s for ? oUau. 
and war termation under cuiitious aavanta b eous t. tne U and .n, 









